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DETAILED ACTION 

1. Claims 1-10 have been considered. 

2. Amendment filed 04/25/2005 has been received and considered 
and the response to restriction filed 12/07/2006 has been 
received and considered. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

3. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs 
of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the basis for the rejections under 
this, section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

.(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published 
under section 122(b), by another filed in the United States before the 
invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent granted on an 
application for patent by another filed in the United States before the 
invention by the applicant for patent, except that an international 
application filed under the treaty defined in section 351(a) shall have the 
effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the 
United States only if the international application designated the United 
States and was published under Article 21(2) of such treaty in the English 
language . 

4. Claims 1, 2, 5, 8, and 9, are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
102(e) as being anticipated by Carter et al (US pat 6,742,114). 

Regarding claim 1, Carter teaches a computer-implemented 
method comprising: receiving a request for network account 
credentials from an originating account associated with an 
unpublished object at a dispatch (col. 3 lines 30-31 Distributed 
Deputization Point) associated with a published object, the 
request directed to the published object associated with the 



Application/Control Number: 09/516,402 Page 3 

Art Unit: 2137 

dispatch includes identification of the unpublished object 
associated with the originating account (col. 8 lines 19-33; 
col . 8 line 62 thru col . 9 line 17); authenticating the 
originating account at the dispatch (col. 8 lines 34-43); and, 
upon authenticating the originating account, sending an emblem 
for a network account to the originating account, the emblem 
sent to the unpublished object associated with the originating 
account and having the identification as included with the 
request (col. 9 lines 32-41). 

Regarding claim 2, Carter teaches the request is 
unencrypted, and the emblem is encrypted (col. 9 lines 4-17; 
col . 9 lines 35-39) . 

Regarding claim 5, Carter teaches the emblem comprises a 
token (col. 9 Lines 32-41). 

Regarding claim 8, Carter teaches the network account for 
which the emblem is sent from the dispatch to the originating 
account comprises an agent account of an agent (col. 8 Line 62 
thru col. 9 Line 17; col. 9 Lines 42-52; col. 10 Lines 22-32). 

Regarding claim 9, Carter teaches sending an emblem for the 
network account to the originating account comprises; proxy 
logging on to an agent (col. 8 Lines 12-15); remoting an agent 
account to the originating account upon proxy. log on to the 
agent, such that the emblem comprises an emblem for the agent 
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account (col. 8 line 62 thru col . 9 Line 17; col . 9 Lines 42-52; 
col. 10 Lines 22-32) . 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

5. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which 
forms the basis for all obviousness rejections set forth in this 
Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically 
disclosed or described as set forth in section 102 of this title, if the 
differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior 
art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at 
the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the 
art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be 
negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

6. Claims 3 and 4 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Carter. 



Regarding claims 3 and 4, Examiner takes official notice 
that message queues and files are well known in the art. It 



would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time of the invention to utilize message queues or files in 
order to store or transport data. 

7. Claim 10 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 



unpatentable over Carter. 

Regarding claim 10, Carter teaches the emblem is expirable, 
such that the method further comprises determining whether the 
emblem is about to -expire (col. 11 lines 17-26). Carter does not 
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teach renewing the emblem with a renewing authority; however, 
Examiner takes official notice that renewing an expired 
emblem/token/certif icate is well known in the art. It would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
the invention to utilize a renewing function in order to allow a 
user to continue credential usage after their allotted time has 
expired. 

8. Claims 6 and 7 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Carter, and further in view of Hoffman et al 
(US pat 5, 613, 012) . 

Regarding claim 6, Carter teaches the method of claim 1, 
but does not teach the network account to the originating 
account comprises remoting the batch account to the originating 
account, such that the emblem comprises an emblem for the batch 
account. Hoffman teaches the network account to the originating 
account comprises remoting the batch account to the originating 
account, such that the emblem comprises an emblem for the batch 
account (col. 39 line 55 thru col. 40 line 11). It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the ad at the time of the 
invention to combine Carter Vs deputized computer system with 
Hoffman 1 s identification system for electronic transactions . in 
order to provide a fraud-resistant system that will allow a user 
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to access multiple accounts and procure all services authorized 
to the user (Hoffman col . 5 line 25. thru col . 6 line 27). 

Regarding claim 7, Cater teaches the method of claim 1, but 
does not teach sending an emblem for the network account to the 
originating account comprises .remoting the batch account to the 
originating account, such that the emblem comprises an emblem 
for the batch account. Hoffman teaches sending an emblem for the 
network account to the originating account comprises remoting 
the batch account to the originating account, such that the 
emblem comprises an emblem for the batch account (col. 39 line 55 
thru col. 40 line 11). It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to 
combine Carter's deputized computer system with Hoffman's 
identification system for electronic transactions in order to 
provide a fraud-resistant system that will allow a user to 
access multiple accounts and procure all services authorized to 
the user (Hoffman col. 5 line 25 thru col . 6 line 27). 



Response to Arguments 

9. Applicant's arguments filed 04/25/2005 have been fully 
considered but they are not persuasive. Applicant argues: Carter 
fails to teach a dispatch and receiving a request for network 
account credentials from an originating account at a dispatch 
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and does not teach sending an emblem for a network account to an 
originating account; Carter does not teach an emblem; Carter 
does not teach enabling the originating account to obtain 
permissions which it does not have by receiving an emblem for 
the agent account of an agent; Carter fails to disclose a proxy 
log on to an agent and remoting the agent account to the 
originating account upon proxy log on to the agent account such 
that the emblem comprises an emblem for the agent accounts- 
Hoffman is non-analogous art and the motivation in conclusory; 
the encrypted batch containing errors is clearly not credentials 
of the DPC or the issuer terminal; Hoffman does not teach 
sending an emblem for the network account to the originating 
account comprises remoting a batch account to the originating 
account such that the emblem comprises an emblem for the batch 
account . 

Regarding Applicant's argument that Carter fails to teach a 
dispatch and receiving a request for network account credentials 
from an originating account at a dispatch and does not teach 
sending an emblem for a network account to an originating 
account, Applicant appears to be reading the specification into 
the claims because Carter's DDP is read as the dispatch and 
similarly for the emblem. Although the claims are interpreted 
in light of the specification, limitations from the 
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specification are not read into the claims. See In re Van 
Geuns, 988 F.2d 1181, 26 USPQ2d 1057 (Fed. Cir. 1993). 
Therefore, the cited portions of Carter teach the limitations of 
claim 1. 

Regarding Applicant's argument that Carter fails to teach 
an emblem, the transmitted credentials of Carter with the 
digital signature are the emblems. Since there is a digital 
signature the information is encrypted. 

Regarding Applicant's argument that Carter does not teach 
enabling the originating account to obtain permissions which it 
does not have by receiving an emblem for the agent account of an 
agent, this argued limitation is not part of the claims and 
Applicant again appears to be reading the specification into the 
claims . 

Regarding Applicant's argument that Carter fails to 
disclose a proxy log on to an agent and remoting the agent 
account to the originating account upon proxy log on to the 
agent account such that the emblem comprises an emblem for the 
agent account, Applicant is directed to the cited portions of 
columns 8 and 9 where the user logs onto a client which 
communicates with the principle server. Which sends the account 
information to the principle. Therefore, the user is proxy 
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logging into the principle. Furthermore, as discussed above the 
emblem is clearly disclosed by Carter in column 9 lines 32-41. 

Regarding Applicant's argument that Hoffman is non- 
analogous art and the motivation in conclusory it has been held 
that a prior art reference must either be in the field of 
applicant's endeavor or, if not, then be reasonably pertinent to 
the particular problem with which the applicant was concerned, 
in order to be relied upon as a basis for rejection of the 
claimed invention. See In re Oetiker, 977 F.2d 1443, 24 USPQ2d 
1443 (Fed. Cir. 1992) . In this case Hoffman is pertinent to the 
particular problem of secured distributed impersonation within 
batch systems based on Hoffman's teaching the specifics of the 
batch systems. With respect to Applicant's argument that the 
motivation is conclusory, the examiner recognizes that 
obviousness can only be established by combining or modifying 
the teachings of the prior art to produce the claimed invention 
where there is some teaching, suggestion, or motivation to do so 
found either in the references themselves or in the knowledge 
generally available to one of ordinary skill in the art. See In 
re Fine, 837 F.2d 1071, 5 USPQ2d 1596 (Fed. Cir. 1988)and In re 
Jones, 958 F.2d 347, 21 USPQ2d 1941 (Fed. Cir. 1992). In this 
case, the cited portion of Hoffman provides motivation to 
combine in order to provide a fraud-resistant system that will • 
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allow a user to access multiple accounts and procure all 
services authorized to the user (Hoffman col. 5 line 25 thru 
col ."6 line 27) . 

Regarding Applicant's argument that the encrypted batch 
containing errors is clearly not credentials of the DPC or the 
issuer terminal, the bank issuer code of the bank is added and 
this credential is used by the DPC in order to make changes to 
the user account for that bank and when this is combined with 
the emblem as taught by Cater, the limitations of claim 6 have 
been met by the cited prior art. 

Regarding Applicant's argument that Hoffman does not teach 
sending an emblem for the network account to the originating 
account comprises remoting a batch account to the originating 
account such that the emblem comprises an emblem for the batch 
account, as put forth above with respect to claim 6, the 
combined references teach the remoting of an emblem because the 
Hoffman system forwards the users credentials to the DPC for the 
batch account to make changes and this information when combined 
with the emblem as taught by Cater teaches the limitations of 
claim 7. 
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Conclusion 

10. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the 
extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a) . 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action 
is set to expire THREE MONTHS from the mailing date of this 
action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO MONTHS 
of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action 
is not mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened 
statutory period, then the shortened statutory period will 
expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated 
from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than 
SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier 
communications from the examiner should be directed to Michael 
Pyzo.cha whose telephone number is (571) 272-3875. The examiner 
can normally be reached on 7:00am - 4:30pm first Fridays of the 
bi-week off. 

11. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is 
considered pertinent to applicant's disclosure. Russell (US 
20050015775), Rich (US 5918228), Ault (US 6338064), and Helland 
(US 6014666) . 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are 
unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, Emmanuel Moise can be 
reached on (571) 272-3865. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 
571-273-8300. 

. Information regarding the status of an application may be 
obtained from the Patent Application Information Retrieval 
(PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status 
information for unpublished applications is available through 
Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system, 
see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on 
access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free) . If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or 
access to the automated information system, call 800-786-9199 
(IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



MJP 



E1HMAWELL MOISE 
SUPERVISORY PATENT EXAMINER 




